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DETAILED ACTION 



1 . It is hereby acknowledged that the following papers have been received and placed of 
record in the file: Amendment A, Petition to reset a period for reply and request for refund, 
Change of correspondence address (all dated 3/1 6/2004). 

2. The application has been forwarded to SPRE for processing the Petition. 
3 Claims 1 -24 are presented for examination. 

4. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

5. Claims 1-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Barnett et al. 
[Barnett] (U.S. Patent No. 5,664,093) in view of Chakravarty et al. [Chakravarty] (U.S. Patent 
No. 5,161,158). 

6. Regarding claim 1 , Barnett teaches a method for configuring a computer system 

comprising the steps of: 

(a) determining the current configuration of the computer system [col. 2, line 64 to col. 
3, line 2], said configuration including hardware and software component information, the 
information including version information [col. 3, lines 10-15; col. 7, lines 7-10]; 

(b) determining problem(s) with the current configuration in the computer system [col. 
2, line 64 to col. 3, line 2; col. 7, lines 26-34]; 

(c) varying the configuration of the computer system [col. 4, lines 21-24]. 
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Bamett does not explicitly teach the steps of determining an overall problem index value 
for the current configuration and determining an overall problem index value for the 

configuration as varied in (c). 

Chakravarty also teaches a method for configuring a system comprising the steps of: 
determining the current configuration of the system [col. 6, lines 25-28]; 
determining an overall problem index value (the list of problems) associated with the 

current configuration, said overall problem index value providing a relative indication of the 

problems in the system [col. 6, lines 37-38]; 

varying the configuration of the system [col. 6, lines 49-54]; and 

determining an overall problem index value for the configuration as varied [col. 6, lines 

53-54]. 

Thus, Chakravarty teaches a method for determining an optimum configuration similar to 
that of Bamett. Chakravarty further teaches an overall problem index value (list of all possible 
problems) associated with each configuration is determined. It appears that the list of all 
possible problems in Chakravarty provides advantage in Bamett by displaying total number of 
all problems instead of displaying a particular problem for a particular component disclosed by 
Bamett. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the teachings of 
Bamett and Chakravarty before him at a time the invention was made, to modify the teachings of 
Bamett to include a list of all possible problems taught by Chakravarty, in order to obtain an 
optimum configuration. 
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7. Regarding claim 2, both Barnett and Chakravarty teach a method for determining an 
optimum configuration. Therefore, inherently, both Barnett and Chakravarty select the 
configuration having the least possible problems. 

8. Regarding claim 3, one of ordinary skill in the art would have readily recognized that it 
would have been obvious for the user to select the configuration having the least possible 
problems because it is the best possible configuration. 

9. Regarding claim 4, Barnett teaches the step of varying the configuration of the computer 
system includes varying the version of each software application in the configuration determined 
in (a) [col. 4, lines 21-23]. 

10. Regarding claims 5 and 6, Barnett teaches the step of varying the configuration of the 
computer system includes varying the version of each software application in the configuration 
determined in (a) [col. 4, lines 21-23]. 

11. Regarding claim 7, Barnett teaches the step of determining an overall problem index 
value include selecting individual problem index values from a knowledge base [col. 7, lines 26- 
34]. 

12. Regarding claim 8, Chakravarty teaches that the problem index value comprises a total 
number of individual problems (a list of all problem). 

13. R e gardingclaims9-ll,Chakravartyteachesthattheproblemindexvalueisusedto 
indicate the number of problems (a list of all problem). Therefore, it is a matter of design choice 
for the problem index value is used to indicate the number of problems or severity of problems 
or both. 
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14. Regarding claims 12-24, Barnett and Chakravarty together teach the claimed method 
steps. Therefore, Barnett and Chakravarty together teach the apparatus to implement the claimed 
method steps. 



15. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-24 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. The new ground(s) of rejection were necessitated by 
applicant's arguments. Specifically, applicant argued that Barnett fails to disclose the step of 
determining overall problem index value(s) associated with the configuration(s). Examiner 
agrees with applicant position. 

16. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Thuan N. Du whose telephone number is (703) 308-6292. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday: 9:00 AM - 5:30 PM, EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Lynne H. Browne can be reached on (703) 308-1 159. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-3900. 

The fax number for the organization is (703) 872-9306. 



Conclusion 




LYNNE H. BROWNE 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 

TECHNOLOGY CENTER 66ee- 2/o° 



Thuan N. Du 
May 21, 2004 



